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Reconsideration of the present application Is respectfully requested in view of the 
following remarks. Prior to entry of this response. Claims 1 -18 were pending in the 
application, of which Claim 1 is independent. In the Office Action dated February 7, 
2007 : Claim 10 was rejected under 35 U,S,C. § 1 12, Claim 17 was rejected under 35 
U.S.C, §101, Claims 1-2 and 17-18 were rejected under 35 U S C. § 102(e), and Claims 
3-16 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a). Following this response, Claims 1-16 and 
19-20 remain in this application with Claims 17-18 being canceled without prejudice or 
disclaimer and new Claims 19-20 being added by this amendment. Applicants hereby 
address the Examiner's rejections in turn. 

I- ^Mfeiothf.^pjcification 

In the Office Action dated February 7, 2007, the Examiner objected to the 
specification because various informalities. The specification has been amended, and 
Applicant respectfully submits that the amendments overcome this objection and add no 
new matter. 

If. Rejection of Claim 10 Under 35 U.S.C. $ 112. Second Paragraph 
In the Office Action, the Examiner rejected Ciaim 10 under 35 U.S.C. § 1 12, 
se a- i paragraf s t ei \ indefi iter rfaihc }t -.t + uia y pom t and iistin tly 
claim the subject matter which the Apr cants regard as their invention Claim 10 has 
been amended as SAp j » espe< full submits that the amendment overcomes this 
rejection and adds no new matter. 
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In the Office Action, the Examiner rejected Claim 17 under 35 U.S.C. § 101 as 
being directed to non-statutory subject matter. Claim 17 has been canceled without 
prejudice or o sp ajmc-f r>: tn's rejection moot. 

IV. Rejection of Claims 1-2 and 17-18 Under 35 U.S.C. § 102(e) 

In the Office Action, the Examiner rejected Claims 1-2 and 17-18 under 35 
U.S.C. § 102(e) as being anticipated by U.S. Pat Pub. No. 2003/0137539 ("Dees "). 
Claim 1 has been amended, and Applicants respectfully submit that the amendment 
overcomes this rejection and adds no new matter. 

Amended Claim 1 is pateotabiy distinguishable over the cited art for at least the 
reason that it recites, for example, "displaying the menu, wherein the menu definition file 
and the 1 h m 1 - .* < ^ >i he without requiring any modification to an 

underlying program code for displaying the menu" Support for this amendment can be 
f0U"d sn the s >e» fit ?U o i a' lej or page es 1 

In contrast, Dees at least does not disclose the aforementioned recitation.. For 
example, Dees merely discloses a storage medium 200 on which a user Interface 
definition decern- n* "T £ ft s is r srt> to* im ant 11 and s* i J <-tyi> :-huM 
document 212 are stored. (See paragraph [0035].) In Dees, a user interface module 
420 processes user interface definition document 210 and fines a reference to first style 
sheet document 21 1 . (See paragraph [0051],) User Interface module 42:0, in Dees, 

i s netw king m juie 410 tod i * document 211 from a 

server 1 0 | See psraq^apn [0051 J } Having dOv> n oad x 

document 21 1 ,. networking module 410 feeds user interface definition document 21 1 to 
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ser inien tod e« paragraph [0051 J ) User interface module 420 then 

uses the style information contained in user interface definition document 21 1 to 
generate the user interface. (See paragraph £0051].) White Dees discloses that user 
interface module 420 finds the reference to first style sheet, document 21 1 in user 
in! rface k \ i scurne t 10 Dees is si ni rega ? u nenu d t 
file and the view definition file. Consequently 5 Dees does not disclose updating a menu 
definition file and a view definition file without requiring any modification to an underlying 
program code for displaying the menu. 

Dees does not anticipate the claimed invention because Dees at least do not 
disclose "displaying the menu, wherein the menu definition file and the view definition 
file are updaseable without requiring any modification to an underlying program code for 
displaying the menu, 8 as reeled by Amended Claim 1 . Accordingly, independent Claim 
1 patentably distinguishes the present invention over the cited art. and Applicant 
respectfully requests withdrawal of this rejection of Claim 1 . 

Dependent Claims 2-16 are also allowable at least for the reasons described 
above regarding independent Claim 1 and by virtue of their dependency upon 
independent Claim 1 . Accordingly: Applicant respectfully requests withdrawal of this 
rejection of dependent Claims 2-16, 

V. Rejection of the Claims Under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) 

In the Office Action, the Examiner rejected Claims 3-1 6 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) 
as being unpatentable over Dees in view of U.S Pat Pub. No 2002/01 12237 ( 'Keits") 
\p\ m d y submits that this rejection is moot at least jn view of th« bov< 
remarks. 
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Regarding Claim 10 s Ilia Examiner merely states that It is inherent that one or 
more menu items may comprise an stem or a folder. In addition the Examiner merely 
states that this inherency exists because, according to the Examiner, a menu item is an 
item, (See Office Action, page 9, lines 7«&) In addition, the Examiner stated that 
various claim recitations in Claims 1 5. 8, 7, and 8 are inherent. Applicant respectfully 
submits that inherency requires inevitably. Thus, to be inherent the alleged result must 
be inevitable from the operation disclosed or the inherent characteristic must be 
inevitably present in the device, (See Akamai Technologies, Inc. v, Cable & Wireless 
Internet $erv\. Inc., 344 F,3d 1 188, 1192, 68 USPG20 1 188 s 1190 (Fed, Cir. 2003} f A 
claim limitation is inherent in the prior art if it is necessarily present in the prior art:, not 
merely probably or possibly present; 5 ) Applicant respectfully submits that, even if the 
Examiners contention were true, it is not inevitable from Dees that one or more menu 
items may comprise an item or a folder. Furthermore, "(i]n relying upon the theory of 
inherency, the examiner must provide a basis in fact and/or technical reasoning to 
reasonably support the determination that the allegedly inherent characteristic 
necessarily flews from the teachings of the applied prior art," (See Ex parte Levy, 1 7 
USPQ2d 1461, 1484 (Bd. Pat, App, & inter, 1990); MPEP 2112{iV),} As a result, 
Applicant respectfully asserts that the Examiner has failed to make a prima facte case of 
ob\ouN\- « is IS 7,8 ind 10 se a s< to F Keener fails *o 

provide a basis in fact and/or technical reasoning to support the determination that the 
allegedly inherent characteristic necessarily flows from the teachings of the applied prior 
art. Moreover, in order to make a p ma fa 1 * sness . the Exam i er must 
set forth poor art which teach or suggest every claim limitation, (See MPEP § 2143,) 
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VL Hew Claims 

Claims 19-20 have bean added by this amendment. Applicant respectfully 
submit at these claims ! I vert ited a I that the ^ m 
rtt 3 

VII. Conclusion 

I <v of the regoing - ks Applicant espect , ec ssl 
reconsideration end reexamination of this application end the timely allowance of the 
pending claims. The preceding arguments are based only on the arguments in the 
uHi^,e actio? i dnd thereto* e ao noi aodie^ p«ten<aose ax»ptras of the invention that 
wt'ip not vi J ' - * E er in th< 1 Jffrt Action TP" tit e iclude other 

its that a i i ^ i t x * « {if* i x 

preceding argument in favor of patentability is advanced without prejudice to other 
bases of patentability. Furthermore, the Office Action contains a number of statements 
i ' i charactt jtions of Ihe \ it t i 1 >> aims. Reg* ess 01 lethe < 
such statement is identified herein, Applicant declines to automatically subscribe to any 
statement or characterization in the Office Action. 



-15- 



S/N: 10/811,582 

Please grant any extensions of time required to enter this response and charge 
any additional require --- + i iei s account 13-2725 
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